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LATINO PARENTS’ MOTIVATIONS
FOR INVOLVEMENT IN THEIR
CHILDREN’S SCHOOLING
An Exploratory Study

This study examines the ability of a theoretical model of
the parental involvement process to predict Latino par-
ents’ involvement in their children’s schooling. A sample
of Latino parents (N 147) of grade 1 through 6 children
in a large urban public school district in the southeastern
United States responded to surveys assessing model-
based predictors of involvement (personal psychological
beliefs, contextual motivators of involvement, perceived
life-context variables), as well as levels of home- and
school-based involvement. Home-based involvement
was predicted by partnership-focused role construction
(a personal psychological belief) and by specific invita-
tions from the student (a contextual motivator of in-
volvement). School-based involvement was predicted by
specific invitations from the teacher (a contextual moti-
vator) and by perceptions of time and energy for in-
volvement (a life-context variable). Results are discussed
with reference to research on Latino parents’ involve-
ment in children’s schooling, as well as suggestions for
school practices that may encourage parents’ involve-
ment.
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A
C R O S S socioeconomic and demographic groups, parents’ active involve-
ment in children’s schooling has been positively linked to a host of student
outcomes including academic achievement and attitudes and skills that
lead to achievement (Delgado-Gaitan, 2004; Fan & Chen, 2001; Grolnick,
Kurowski, Dunlap, & Hevey, 2000; Jeynes, 2003, 2007). However, we have a limited
understanding of why families become involved and their preferences for varied
forms and levels of involvement, especially along cultural lines (Hill et al., 2004;
Marschall, 2006; Rodriguez, 2009). Understanding this issue is important because it
can inform educators’ efforts to encourage the participation of a diverse array of
families.
This study tested the ability of Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1995, 1997, 2005)
model of the parental involvement process to explain Latino parents’ involvement
behaviors. Structured in sequential levels, the model identifies varied motivations for
involvement (Level 1) and links them to a range of involvement forms (Level 1.5).
Levels 1 and 1.5 are our focus. The upper levels of the model seek to explain how
varied forms of involvement influence student outcomes. These levels examine par-
ents’ use of learning mechanisms during involvement (Level 2), students’ percep-
tions of parents’ activities (hypothesized to mediate the influence of involvement on
student outcomes, Level 3), and their connection to student outcomes (student
learning attributes and skills at Level 4; summary assessments of school learning and
achievement at Level 5).1
Empirical work supports the model’s predictive power concerning parents’ mo-
tivations and involvement forms. In one study, for example, Level 1 constructs suc-
cessfully explained significant portions of the variance in home-based (39%) and
school-based (49%) involvement (Green, Walker, Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler,
2007). Specifying forms of involvement is important because different types of pa-
rental involvement differentially influence student outcomes (Jeynes, 2003, 2007).
Further, three consistent findings have emerged across tests of the model. First, many
parents tend to be more involved in supporting their children’s learning at home
(e.g., helping with homework, discussing schoolwork and activities, affirming the
value of education, or asserting positive expectations for the student’s learning) than
at school (e.g., attending parent-teacher conferences, visiting the classroom, volun-
teering, or helping with field trips; Anderson & Minke, 2007; Deslandes & Bertrand,
2005; Green et al., 2007). Differences in levels of home-based and school-based in-
volvement are of practical importance because school personnel often define in-
volvement in school-based terms, which may lead them to underestimate the time
minority parents spend on less immediately visible home-based activities (Jackson &
Remillard, 2005).
Second, the most consistently robust predictors of parents’ involvement are con-
textual motivators of involvement including parents’ perceptions that their child and
their child’s teachers value and invite their participation (Anderson & Minke, 2007;
Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005; Epstein & Van Voorhis, 2001; Green et al., 2007;
Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005). Specific invitations to involvement from the teacher
may include, for example, requests to review homework, requests to help with par-
ticular assignments, and personal requests to visit school or attend a school event
(Balli, Demo, & Wedman, 1998; Epstein & Van Voorhis, 2001). Specific invitations to
involvement from the student often include the student’s direct requests for parental
help as well as behavioral indicators that the parent’s involvement is wanted or
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needed. These include, for example, the student’s direct request for attendance at a
school performance, parental help with school learning tasks, and the student’s un-
spoken behavioral indicators of need for parental help (e.g., frustration, procrasti-
nation, struggles with a homework assignment); all have been found to influence
parents’ involvement behaviors (Balli et al., 1998; Delgado-Gaitan, 1992; Hoover-
Dempsey, Bassler, & Burow, 1995).
Third and finally, parents’ resources (i.e., time and energy, and knowledge and
skills for involvement) are a relatively weak predictor of their involvement (Ander-
son & Minke, 2007; Green et al., 2007). Taken together, these findings suggest that
although parents often have limited resources, when they perceive that their child
and their child’s teachers want their involvement, “they find ways to be involved
regardless of their resources” (Anderson & Minke, 2007, p. 319).
With regard to the model’s general applicability across cultures, the findings cited
above reflect the responses of French Canadian secondary school parents (Deslandes
& Bertrand, 2005), African American and Latino elementary school parents in the
United States (Anderson & Minke, 2007), and Anglo-American, African American,
and Latino parents of elementary and middle school students in the United States
(Green et al., 2007). Our study explored more fully the model’s ability to explain the
home- and school-based involvement of a sample of Latino parents living in the
United States.
Latino Parents’ Involvement
Interest in Latino parents’ involvement in their children’s education in the United
States has been spurred by reports of alarming differences in educational achieve-
ment between Latino students and students from other ethnic backgrounds (e.g.,
DeBlassie & DeBlassie, 1996; Llagas & Snyder, 2003). Several social and structural
variables have been identified as contributors to this achievement gap including
language barriers, limited parental education, poverty, discrimination, and residen-
tial instability (Bohon, Macpherson, & Atiles, 2005; Delgado-Gaitan, 1994; Mar-
schall, 2006). Other potential contributors are the often deficit-oriented character of
many schools’ perspectives on Latino families’ involvement and related questions
about the usefulness of active school efforts to support Latino parents’ decisions to
become involved (De Gaetano, 2007; Delgado-Gaitan, 2004; Reese, 2002; Valencia &
Black, 2002).
However, numerous studies suggest that despite these barriers, many Latino par-
ents and families are actively involved in their children’s education, and many Latino
students are doing well in school (Delgado-Gaitan, 1992; Gillanders & Jimenez, 2004;
Reese, 2002; Rodriguez, 2002; Trevino, 2004; Waxman, Huang, & Padro´n, 1997).
Consistent with this observation, recent examinations of Latino parents’ involve-
ment (including several ethnographic studies) have suggested that while most Latino
parents value education, hold high educational aspirations for their children, and
believe that supporting their children’s education is very important (e.g., Garcia Coll
et al., 2002; Gillanders & Jimenez, 2004; Reese, 2002), the forms of involvement they
choose may not be among those typically expected or observed by schools and teach-
ers in many communities (Delgado-Gaitan, 1992; Scribner, Young, & Pedroza, 1999;
Trevino, 2004; Valde´s, 1996).
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Examining the applicability of Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (2005) model of the
parental involvement process to families whose children are at risk for academic under-
achievement is important because results might offer schools, communities, and families
new perspectives and information regarding patterns of parents’ engagement in their
children’s education and the factors that prompt their engagement. In the next section,
we briefly describe the motivators of parental involvement included in Hoover-Dempsey
and Sandler’s model, linking each to literature supporting the importance of the con-
struct in general and to Latino parents in particular.
Motivators of Parental Involvement
Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s model identifies three major categories of parents’
motivations for involvement: personal psychological beliefs, contextual motivators
of involvement, and perceptions of life-context variables.
Personal Psychological Beliefs
Personal psychological motivators of involvement in the model include parental
role construction for involvement (parents’ beliefs about what they are supposed to
do in relation to their children’s schooling) and parents’ sense of self-efficacy for
helping their children succeed in school (parents’ beliefs about whether or not their
involvement is likely to positively influence their children’s education).
Grounded in role theory (e.g., Biddle, 1986), parents’ role construction for involve-
ment assumes that parents develop ideas about what they are supposed to do (what
role they are supposed to play) in their children’s education, based on their own and
important others’ (e.g., family of origin, current and extended family members,
friends) expectations. The construct has been examined as a continuous variable
(i.e., stronger to weaker role activity beliefs; e.g., Chrispeels & Rivero, 2001; Green et
al., 2007; Sheldon, 2002) and as a categorical variable grounded in patterns of paren-
tal beliefs and behaviors (Hoover-Dempsey & Jones, 1997). In the latter approach
(used in this study), parents are examined for three patterns: parent-focused role
construction (in which parents hold beliefs and manifest behaviors suggesting that
they are primarily responsible for the student’s school outcomes), partnership-
focused role construction (in which parents hold beliefs and engage in behaviors
suggesting that they and the school share primary responsibility for the student’s
school outcomes), and school-focused role construction (in which parents believe
and engage in behaviors suggesting that the school is primarily responsible for the
student’s school learning and outcomes).
Parental role construction has received considerable attention in the literature on
Latino parents’ involvement. Many accounts, for example, have suggested that while
Latino parents often hold high expectations for their children’s educational attain-
ment, they also believe that it is the school’s job to teach their children (Goldenberg,
Gallimore, Reese, & Garnier, 2002). This belief leads parents to avoid involving
themselves in a teaching role related to school content because it demonstrates dis-
respect for teachers’ roles, knowledge, and expertise (Reese, 2002; Reese, Balzano,
Gallimore, & Goldenberg, 1995). Even in this context, however, several investigators
have noted that many Latino parents play home-based support roles in their chil-
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dren’s education in a variety of ways, such as stating aspirations for the child’s learn-
ing, emphasizing the value of education and the importance of respect for others,
monitoring the child’s schoolwork and peer relationships, and talking with the child
about school (Delgado-Gaitan, 1992; Goldenberg et al., 2002; Reese, 2002; Trusty,
Plata, & Salazar, 2003).
Still other researchers have offered a view of Latino parents’ involvement as more
actively engaged with schools in supporting their children’s educational success.
Delgado-Gaitan (1992), for example, reported that parents of advanced first-grade read-
ers (in contrast to parents of novice first-grade readers) took an active role in communi-
cating with teachers, often asking for specific suggestions for helping their children (see
also Drummond & Stipek, 2004; Gillanders & Jimenez, 2004; Okagaki, Frensch, & Gor-
don, 1995). Trevino (2004) examined the Mexican migrant families of high-achieving
secondary students in the southwestern United States and found that these parents con-
sidered themselves to be partners with their children’s teachers and provided as much
academic support, particularly at home, as they could. They also reported regular in-
volvement in several school-based activities, including conferences regarding their chil-
dren’s academic performance, advocacy for their children’s needs, and attendance at
schoolwide meetings, especially when translation was routinely offered.
Taking a somewhat different approach to role construction and Latino parents,
Chrispeels and Rivero (2001) reported on an adult “in-service” program for Latino
immigrant parents focused on increasing the incidence and effectiveness of support
for their students’ learning. Intended to “bridge a cultural divide,” the program
emphasized building parents’ beliefs about the importance of communicating with
schools, actively supporting their students’ learning, attending school events and
meetings, and advocating for their students as needed. Participating parents re-
corded notable gains in each area and came to realize that they needed—and were
expected—to play relatively active roles in supporting their students’ learning in the
United States. (For description of a similar program, see De Gaetano, 2007.)
Parental self-efficacy for involvement has also been noted in this literature.
Grounded in Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory, the construct includes par-
ents’ beliefs that their involvement activities will make a positive difference in their
students’ school learning. A stronger sense of efficacy for involvement has generally
been associated with increased parental involvement behaviors, while a weaker sense
of self-efficacy has been linked to lower levels of involvement (Hoover-Dempsey,
Bassler, & Brissie, 1992; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005).
Investigators of Latino families’ involvement have noted the importance of self-
efficacy in shaping parents’ ideas and behaviors regarding involvement. Okagaki et
al. (1995) reported, for example, that Mexican American families believed there were
many things they could do to help their children succeed in school in the United
States; these self-efficacy beliefs, however, were more positive for parents whose
children were achieving well than for those whose children were doing more poorly.
Garcia Coll et al. (2002) examined a construct similar to self-efficacy (the “proactive
control [parents] believe they have over their child’s educational path”; p. 311) and
reported that among three immigrant groups (Dominican, Portuguese, and Cam-
bodian) whose children were in public schools in the northeastern United States,
Dominican parents held the most positive beliefs about parental control over student
outcomes—a finding the researchers attributed to notable outreach efforts toward
those parents in their children’s schools.
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Contextual Motivators of Involvement
Consistent with Garcia Coll et al.’s (2002) findings that schools which made rel-
atively strong efforts to reach out to parents (e.g., sending home information in
Spanish, holding bilingual events at school, and providing Spanish-English bilingual
education within the school) had more involved families, Hoover-Dempsey and
Sandler’s (2005) model suggests next that major contextual motivators of involve-
ment include general invitations from the school, specific invitations to involvement
from teachers, and specific invitations to involvement from the student. General
invitations from the school include parents’ perceptions of being welcomed at school
by positive, encouraging, and responsive school members (Griffith, 2001). As re-
flected in the attitudes and behaviors of school staff, school environment may sup-
port increased parental involvement by helping parents feel they are valued members
of the community and valued participants in their children’s education (Hoover-
Dempsey & Sandler, 1997, 2005; Walker, Wilkins, Dallaire, Sandler, & Hoover-
Dempsey, 2005). Lopez, Sanchez, and Hamilton (2000) reported that parents of
Hispanic elementary, middle, and high school students responded positively to con-
sistent, empowering, and welcoming general school invitations for involvement.
Specific invitations from teachers have also been identified as a particularly pow-
erful motivator of parents’ active engagement in supporting their students’ learning,
at home and at school (Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005; Epstein, 1986; Epstein & Van
Voorhis, 2001; Green et al., 2007; Simon, 2004). As a motivator of parents’ home-
based involvement, the construct is grounded in empirical work underscoring many
parents’ wishes to know more about how to help their children learn and succeed in
school (e.g., Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1995, 2005; Hoover-Dempsey, Ice, & Whitaker,
2009). It is also grounded in research demonstrating the power of teacher efforts to
provide parents with this type of information (Balli et al., 1998; Moll, Amanti, Neff, &
Gonzalez, 1992; Patrikakou & Weissberg, 2000). Moll et al. (1992), for example, de-
scribed ideas for teachers’ active support of Latino parents’ home-based involve-
ment, notably by developing student learning assignments that draw on parents’
“funds of knowledge” or families’ culture and expertise (see also Gonzalez, Andrade,
Civil, & Moll, 2001). The power of specific teacher invitations to prompt school-
based involvement is often grounded in positive, trusting relationships developed
between teachers and families (e.g., Christenson, 2004; Hoover-Dempsey et al.,
2009). Such teacher invitations have been linked to increased levels of parental in-
volvement in school-based activities (De Gaetano, 2007; Grolnick, Price, Beiswenger,
& Sauck, 2007; Kohl, Lengua, & McMahon, 2002; Simon, 2004).
Specific invitations to involvement from the student have also been identified as a
powerful predictor of parents’ involvement, especially for home-based activities
(Balli et al., 1998; Epstein & Van Voorhis, 2001; Green et al., 2007; Hoover-Dempsey
et al., 2005; Xu & Corno, 2003). Consistent with Baumrind’s (1989, 1991) and Mac-
coby’s research (1992) suggesting that parents are generally motivated to respond to
their children’s needs and to support their successful development in areas including
school learning, Hoover-Dempsey et al. (1995) found that parents generally want to
be effectively involved in supporting their children’s learning and often attend to
their children’s characteristics, interests, habits, needs, and behaviors relevant to
school learning and success. Thus, when children indicate behaviorally (e.g., in
struggling with homework or procrastinating in getting a school project done) or
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verbally and explicitly that they are having trouble with school tasks (e.g., “I need
help,” “I just don’t understand this,” “I hate school!”), they in effect invite parents’
involvement. Considerable research further suggests that parents—across cultures
and developmental lines—tend to respond to these invitations from students with
efforts to help, ask questions, offer suggestions, or seek further advice from teachers
and knowledgeable others, including family and social network members (e.g., Balli
et al., 1998; Delgado-Gaitan, 1992; Grolnick, Benjet, Kurowski, & Apostoleris, 1997;
Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1995, 2005; Walker et al., 2005).
Perceived Life-Context Variables
Finally, the model suggests that parents’ levels and forms of involvement are influ-
enced by their perceptions of the skills and knowledge they bring to involvement as well
as the time and energy they believe they can give to involvement. In general, parents’ ideas
about their skills and knowledge influence their involvement decisions across students’
elementary, middle, and secondary school years (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005). Al-
though many parents find their skills and knowledge sufficient for supporting their chil-
dren’s relatively early school learning, many parents also experience their skills and
knowledge as inadequate as their children move into the middle and secondary school
years. This is one reason that parental involvement tends to decline as children advance
through the grades (Eccles & Harold, 1996; Grolnick et al., 1997; Simon, 2004).
This influence of parents’ perceptions of their skills and knowledge has been observed
in studies of Latino families, and it appears to be particularly salient when parents doubt
the usefulness of their skills and knowledge for helping their children’s school learning
(Drummond & Stipek, 2004; Garcia Coll et al., 2002). Similarly, parents’ perceptions of
the time and energy they can bring to involvement may present particular challenges for
lower-income Latino families, as parents juggle job demands (or the demands of multi-
ple jobs), extended family needs, and invitations or requests for involvement in their
children’s education (Garcia Coll et al., 2002; Pena, 2000; Weiss et al., 2003).
Summary, Purpose, and Hypothesis
This exploratory study applied Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1995, 1997, 2005)
model of the parental involvement process to a sample of Latino public school par-
ents. Based on prior tests of model constructs across cultural and developmental
lines (Anderson & Minke, 2007; Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005; Green et al., 2007), we
hypothesized that the model’s Level 1 constructs (personal psychological beliefs in-
cluding role construction and self-efficacy for involvement; contextual motivators of
involvement including invitations from school, teacher, and student; and perceived
life-context variables including time and energy, and skills and knowledge for in-
volvement) would account for a significant portion of the variance in Latino parents’
reports of home-based and school-based involvement.
Participants and Procedures
Participants were drawn from a public school system in a large metropolitan area of
the southeastern United States. The district was selected in part because the area had
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recently become home to a largely new and relatively fast-growing Latino population
made up primarily of immigrants from Mexico. At the time of the 2000 U.S. Census,
the city was second in overall population within the state and home to the largest
portion of the state’s Latino population. While the proportion of total residents in
the city represented by these new Latino families was relatively small (4.7%; the
percentage of Latino residents in the entire state was then 2.2%), the new Spanish-
speaking families confronted the major task of accommodating and acculturating to
an environment accustomed to a primarily bi-ethnic population (i.e., African Amer-
ican and Anglo-American). Although the system had seen the arrival of many dif-
ferent ethnic and nationality groups through the 1990s, the actual numbers in any of
these groups were notably smaller than the rapidly growing number of Spanish-
speaking families, most of whom (as noted in the demographic data below) spoke
only Spanish or preferred Spanish to English.
The sample of Latino parents, almost all of whom were first-generation immi-
grants primarily from Mexico, was drawn from five schools in the system: three
elementary schools (first through fourth grades) and two middle schools (fifth and
sixth grades). All participants were part of a larger study in these five schools. Survey
questionnaire packets were sent home with students in Spanish or English, depend-
ing on the school’s information about parents’ preferred or only language. In some
circumstances, surveys were sent home in both languages so the parent could choose.
Eighty-three percent of the 147 Latino parents identified Spanish as their only or
primary language and responded to the Spanish forms (16% responded to the sur-
veys in English). The overall response rate from the schools for the full study (all
ethnicities) was 37% (n 495). The 147 Latino parents examined in this study rep-
resented approximately 30% of this group.
Seventy-five percent of the responding Latino parents were female, and 61.4%
reported being employed (21% reported employment of 39 hours or less per week,
29% reported 40 hours per week, and 12% reported more than 40 hours per week).
Responses regarding level of education suggested that 52% had received less than a
high school education, 26% had completed high school, 11% had completed some
college, while another 11% had completed a college degree. Approximately 43% re-
ported an annual family income of $10,000 or less, 36% reported an annual income
of $10,001–$20,000, 16% reported an annual income of $20,001–$30,000, and 5%
reported an annual income over $30,000.
Measures
Participants responded to questionnaires assessing the model’s hypothesized predic-
tors of parental involvement and parents’ home- and school-based involvement.
Developed during a 3-year, large-scale study, all measures underwent extensive pi-
loting and face and construct validity assessments (see Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler,
2005; Walker et al., 2005).2 Surveys were translated into Spanish by a native-Spanish-
speaking translator who worked with the research team periodically to confirm the
meaning of the constructs and wording of items. Examination of factor analysis
(using maximum likelihood extraction and promax rotation) and internal consis-
tency scores for data gathered during the larger study (n 495) led to the trimming
of several scales. The standardized alpha reliability figures and number of items per
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scale reported here represent the results of our refined measures. Measures of the
predictor variables used a 6-point agree/disagree scale (strongly agree to strongly
disagree). Parents’ reports of home-based and school-based involvement used a
6-point never to daily response scale.
Personal Psychological Beliefs
Parental role construction. Role construction was assessed as a categorical vari-
able. Parent-focused role construction, reflecting beliefs and behaviors suggesting
that the parent believes that primary responsibility for the child’s educational out-
comes belongs to the parent, was measured with two items (sample item: “It’s my job
to make sure my child understands his/her assignments,”   .79). Partnership-
focused role construction, reflecting beliefs and behaviors suggesting that primary
responsibility for the child’s school outcomes is shared between the parent and the
school, was measured with four items (sample item: “I like to spend time at my
child’s school,”   .60). School-focused role construction, reflecting beliefs and
behaviors suggesting that primary responsibility for the child’s education belongs to
the teacher and school, was measured with three items (sample item: “My child’s
learning is mainly up to the school,”  .63).
Self-efficacy for involvement. This four-item scale assessed parents’ sense of their
own capacity to be involved and the likely effectiveness of their involvement activities
in helping the child learn and succeed in school (see Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1992;
sample item: “I know how to help my child do well in school,”  .71).
Contextual Motivators of Involvement
General school invitations. This six-item scale assessed parents’ perceptions of
being welcomed in the school as well as their perceptions of a positive, encouraging,
and responsive school climate as conveyed by those working at the school (see
Walker et al., 2005; sample item: “Teachers at this school are interested and cooper-
ative when they discuss my child,”  .83).
Specific teacher invitations. This four-item scale measured parents’ perceptions
of a variety of ways teachers may communicate a desire for the parents’ involvement
at school (sample item: “My child’s teacher asked me to help out at the school,” 
.76). Analysis of factor loadings and internal consistency scores led to the deletion of
items asking parents about teacher invitations to involvement in home-based learn-
ing activities.
Specific student invitations. This two-item scale assessed parents’ perceptions of
student requests for help or engagement in home-based activities (sample item: “My
child asked me to explain something about his or her homework,” .74). Analysis
of factor loadings and internal consistency scores led to the deletion of items asking
parents about student invitations to involvement in school-based activities.
Perceived Life-Context Variables
Time and energy for involvement. This four-item scale assessed parents’ percep-
tions of demands on their time with regard to involvement in their child’s education
at home and at school (sample item: “I have enough time and energy to attend special
events at school,”  .80).
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Skills and knowledge for involvement. This four-item scale focused on parents’
perceptions of the knowledge and skills they possess relevant to involvement in their
child’s education at home and at school (sample item: “I know how to explain things
to my child about his or her homework,”  .81).
Outcome: Parental Involvement Forms
Home-based involvement was measured with two items intended to capture
common, academically focused home-based activities in which parents and children
typically engage (e.g., “I helped my child with homework,”   .71). School-based
involvement was also measured with two items intended to capture common school-
based activities in which public school parents might typically engage (e.g., “I helped
out at my child’s school,”  .76).
Results
Parents’ Motivations for Involvement and Reported Levels of Involvement
As noted by the descriptive statistics in Table 1, parents recorded varied but gen-
erally high levels of endorsement for the full set of motivators included in the model.
Consistent with other reports (Anderson & Minke, 2007; Deslandes & Bertrand,
2005; Green et al., 2007), there was a notable difference in parents’ home-based and
school-based involvement. Parents were more involved at home (M  5.30, SD 
.93) than at school (M 2.85, SD 1.26; t(146) 22.31, p .01). Higher scores on the
6-point scale indicate more involvement (e.g., 6 daily); lower scores indicate less
involvement (e.g., 1 never).
Relationships among Variables
Zero-order correlations are presented in Table 1. We first examined correlations
among the separate variables within each of the model’s major predictor constructs
(i.e., examined correlations among the variables comprising personal psychological
beliefs, then relations among variables comprising the contextual motivators, etc.).
We then looked at relations across variables within each major predictor construct.
Finally, we examined relations between each variable and the two study outcomes.
Within the construct of personal psychological beliefs, all three categories of role
construction were positively related (the parent-focused role was related to the
partnership-focused role, r .28, p .01; the partnership-focused role was related to
the school-focused role, r .26, p .01; the school-focused role was related to the
parent-focused role, r  .24, p  .01). Only partnership-focused role construction
was positively related to self-efficacy for involvement (r .22, p .01). With regard
to contextual motivators, all three sources of invitations (school, teacher, and stu-
dent) were positively linked (general school invitations were related to specific
teacher invitations, r .43, p .01; specific teacher invitations were related to spe-
cific student invitations, r .37, p .01; specific student invitations were related to
general school invitations, r .25, p .01). The two life-context variables, time and
energy, and skills and knowledge for involvement, were also positively related (r
.51, p .01).
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Examination of correlations between individual variables across major constructs
revealed two important findings. First, there was a positive correlation between gen-
eral school invitations (a contextual variable) and endorsement of partnership-
focused role construction (a personal psychological motivator; r  .67, p  .01).
Second, there was a positive correlation between parents’ self-efficacy for involve-
ment (a personal psychological motivator, often defined as parents’ beliefs that their
involvement will have an effective outcome or make a positive difference) and their
perceived knowledge and skills for involvement (a life-context variable indicating
parents’ beliefs that they have the ability to make a difference; r .65, p .01).
Finally, the two parental involvement forms (home-based and school-based)
were positively associated (r .26, p .01). Further, home-based involvement was
positively and significantly linked with each study variable with the exception of
school-focused role construction. School-based involvement was positively and sig-
nificantly associated with most study variables, the exceptions being school-focused
role construction and self-efficacy for involvement.
Predicting Involvement
Hierarchical regressions were conducted using factors in the following blocks to
predict parents’ home-based and school-based involvement: Block 1 included per-
sonal psychological beliefs (partnership-focused, parent-focused, and school-
focused role construction; self-efficacy for involvement); Block 2 included contex-
tual motivators of involvement (general invitations from the school, specific
invitations from the teacher, and specific invitations from the student); Block 3
included perceived life-context variables (time and energy and skills and knowledge
for involvement). Results are reported in Table 2.
A significant portion of the variance in this group of Latino parents’ reported home-
based involvement was accounted for by model constructs,F(9, 146) 21.06,p .01, adj.
R2  .55. Block 1, personal psychological beliefs, predicted a significant portion of the
variance (R2  .17, p  .005), as did Block 2, contextual motivators of involvement
(R2 .41, p .005); Block 3, perceived life-context variables, also contributed to the
prediction, although not at a level reaching statistical significance (R2 .17, p .69).
Individual predictors of parents’ home-based involvement that emerged as most impor-
tant in the overall results included perceptions of specific invitations to involvement from
the student ( .71) and partnership-focused role construction ( .19). Self-efficacy
for involvement approached significance (  .14). The R-square values for the three
blocks across order of entry into the equation (Block 1, Block2, Block 3) do not sum to the
total adjustedR-square (adj.R2 .55), perhaps due to overlapping variance that occurred
with the addition of Blocks 2 and 3.
A significant portion of the variance in parents’ reported school-based involve-
ment, F(9, 146)  16.84, p  .005, adj. R2  .49, was also accounted for by model
constructs. Block 1, personal psychological beliefs, predicted a significant portion of
variance (R2  .10, p  .01); the addition of Block 2, contextual motivators of
involvement, contributed another significant portion of variance (R2  .36, p 
.01); the addition of Block 3, perceived life-context variables, contributed an addi-
tional statistically significant portion of the variance (R2 .07, p .01). Individual
predictors of parents’ school-based involvement included perceptions of specific
teacher invitations (  .64) and perceptions of time and energy for involvement
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( .28). Parents’ perceptions of general invitations from the school emerged as a
negative predictor (  .25), perhaps because another variable in the equation
suppressed related variance. The individual blockR2 figures did not sum to the total
adjusted R-square (adj. R2  .49), perhaps due to overlapping variance with the
addition of each new block.
Discussion
This study applied a theoretically and empirically grounded model of the parental
involvement process to a sample of Latino parents of public elementary and middle
school students. Its goal was to ascertain if motivational constructs included in the
model could predict significant portions of the variance in parents’ involvement at
home and at school. Results for this sample of Latino parents suggested an affirma-
Table 2. Predictors of Latino Parents’ Home- and School-Based Involvement (n 147)
Block 1 Block 2 Block 3
 p  p  p
Home-based involvement:
Personal psychological beliefs:
Partnership-focused role construction .33 .00 .20 .01 .19 .02
Parent-focused role construction .13 .11 .08 .22 .08 .25
School-focused role construction .23 .01 .10 .10 .10 .12
Self-efficacy for involvement .09 .27 .14 .02 .14 .07
R2 .17 .00
Contextual motivators of involvement:
General school invitations . . . .01 .94 .01 .94
Specific teacher invitations . . . .07 .30 .07 .32
Specific student invitations . . . .71 .00 .71 .00
R2 .41 .00
Perceived life-context variables:
Time and energy for involvement . . . . . . .03 .40
Skills and knowledge for involvement . . . . . . .06 .72
R2 .17 .69
F 21.06 .00
Adj. R2 .55
School-based involvement:
Personal psychological beliefs:
Partnership-focused role construction .26 .01 .13 .12 .07 .41
Parent-focused role construction .10 .24 .03 .71 .07 .35
School-focused role construction .03 .74 .03 .62 .03 .68
Self-efficacy for involvement .08 .35 .11 .09 .02 .78
R2 .10 .01
Contextual motivators of involvement:
General school invitations . . . .20 .03 .25 .01
Specific teacher invitations . . . .64 .00 .64 .00
Specific student invitations . . . .11 .12 .07 .33
R2 .36 .00
Perceived life-context variables:
Time and energy for involvement . . . . . . .28 .00
Skills and knowledge for involvement . . . . . . .09 .30
R2 .07 .00
F 16.84 .00
Adj. R2 .49
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tive answer as the model predicted 55% of the variance in their reported home-based
involvement and 49% of the variance in their reports of school-based involvement.
Results contribute to current understanding of culturally related variations in
families’ varied forms and levels of involvement in children’s education in three
ways. First, insofar as the findings suggest that these parents were actively engaged in
supporting their children’s learning, especially at home, they contradict deficit-
oriented reports of Latino parents’ involvement (see Valencia & Black, 2002, for a
review). Instead they align with reports of Latino parents’ active engagement, includ-
ing findings from some strong ethnographic studies (e.g., Delgado-Gaitan, 1992;
Reese, 2002; Trevino, 2004) that have underscored the presence and influence of
Latino parents’ values, beliefs, and behaviors to their involvement in their children’s
school learning and educational success (see also De Gaetano, 2007; Garcia Coll et al.,
2002).
Second, parents’ greater involvement in home-based rather than school-based
activities aligns with investigations of Latino and other parents’ involvement (e.g.,
De Gaetano, 2007; Epstein, 1986; Trevino, 2004) and with prior quantitative tests of
the model’s ability to predict the involvement of minority families in the United
States (Anderson & Minke, 2007; Green et al., 2007). While this difference may
simply reflect the reality that opportunities for home-based involvement may appear
any day of the week across children’s waking hours while opportunities for involve-
ment at school are generally limited to hours and events made available by the school,
it is important for two reasons. Empirically, research has documented the differential
influence of different forms of parent involvement (Jeynes, 2003, 2007). Practically, it
suggests that schools should be wary of assuming that parents who are not often
present at school are not involved in supporting their children’s learning. Many
parents may provide more support for their children’s schooling than school per-
sonnel perceive based on their visibility.
Third, these parents were motivated to participate in different forms of involve-
ment (i.e., home-based and school-based) by different factors, a finding that under-
scores the importance of understanding why parents become involved. Consistent
with prior tests of the model (Anderson & Minke, 2007; Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005;
Green et al., 2007), contextual motivators (in this case, specific invitations from
students and from teachers) played an important role in shaping parents’ involve-
ment behaviors, whereas personal psychological motivators and perceived life-
context variables played a somewhat less important role.
Predicting Home-Based Involvement
Home-based involvement was predicted by two model constructs— one a con-
textual motivator, perceptions of specific invitations to involvement from the stu-
dent (e.g., requests to help with homework), and one grounded in personal psycho-
logical beliefs, a partnership-focused role construction for involvement (e.g.,
agreeing with the statement, “I find it helpful to talk with the teacher”).
The strong influence of specific invitations from the student is consistent with
developmental theory and research (Baumrind, 1991; Maccoby, 1992) and with prior
tests of the model. For example, when Deslandes and Bertrand (2005) compared the
predictive power of parents’ personal psychological beliefs, specific invitations from
teachers, and specific invitations from students, student invitations emerged as the
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most powerful predictor of parents’ home-based involvement across three middle
school grades, accounting for approximately 25% of the variance at each grade. It is
also consistent with related literature documenting that parents of schoolchildren
across ethnic and cultural groups tend to become engaged when their children ask
for help, explicitly or behaviorally, while working at home on school-related tasks
(Delgado-Gaitan, 1992; Gillanders & Jimenez, 2004; Green et al., 2007).
The power of a partnership-focused role to predict parents’ participation in
home-based learning activities suggests that these Latino parents generally held be-
liefs and manifested behaviors focused on “doing their part,” in partnership with the
school, to support their children’s learning. While Sheldon (2002) reported that role
construction contributed to both home- and school-based involvement, other tests
of the model have found that role construction has more limited influence on par-
ents’ home-based involvement activities (e.g., Anderson & Minke, 2007). Compari-
sons between this study and prior tests of the model may be complicated by the fact
that we construed role as a categorical variable (consistent with Hoover-Dempsey &
Jones, 1997), whereas others have treated it as a continuous variable (Anderson &
Minke, 2007; Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005; Green et al., 2007).
Predicting School-Based Involvement
Significant predictors of parents’ school-based involvement (e.g., visiting the
school during the school day, attending evening meetings or events, attending
parent-teacher conferences held during the work day and evening) included the
contextual motivator of specific invitations from the teacher (e.g., being asked by the
teacher to help out at school), as well as a perceived life-context variable, time and
energy for involvement.
The importance of specific invitations from teachers aligns with previous research
underscoring the value of teacher outreach in motivating parents’ school-based sup-
port for their children’s education (Epstein, 1986; Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1995, 2005;
Simon, 2004) and with other tests of the model constructs (Anderson & Minke, 2007;
Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005; Green et al., 2007).
The predictive power of parents’ time and energy for involvement is consistent
with evidence that many families’ participation in school-based events, especially
low-income families, is often dependent on their ability to conform their schedules
and resources to school-imposed constraints (Garcia Coll et al., 2002; Hoover-
Dempsey et al., 1995; Pena, 2000; Weiss et al., 2003). Parents’ skills and knowledge
was not a significant predictor, a finding consistent with other examinations of the
model. For example, Green et al. (2007) found that time and energy predicted both
home-based and school-based involvement across the elementary and middle school
years, yet skills and knowledge did not predict either outcome.
Other Results
Contrary to our expectations, several variables did not contribute to the regres-
sion models. For instance, general invitations to involvement from the school did not
predict either form of involvement. Given this variable’s positive correlation with
both forms of involvement and its negative beta weight in the regression analyses, it
is possible that other variables (e.g., the more direct and relationally grounded vari-
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ables of direct invitations from students and from teachers) suppressed its predictive
power. Similarly, despite its robust empirical and theoretical foundation, self-
efficacy for involvement did not predict either form of involvement. Previous re-
search using the model examined here found that self-efficacy explained small but
significant portions of the variance in home-based involvement (Anderson & Minke,
2007; Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005; Green et al., 2007; Sheldon, 2002). Its failure to
emerge as a predictor here may represent a cultural variation for this Latino sample,
or it may represent the need for a more comprehensive or culturally grounded mea-
sure of self-efficacy.
Limitations
Results must be interpreted within several limitations. First, the data were gath-
ered within the context of a multiyear study designed to create measures for all
constructs included in the full model (i.e., Levels 1–5) and to test the model’s func-
tioning at varied levels and overall. One consequence of these broader purposes was
that the measures for each level—including the ones used here, which focus only on
the lower levels of the model— had to be shortened due to concerns that an overly
long survey instrument would deter parents’ participation. The small number of
items per scale may have contributed to some of the relatively low scale reliabilities
reported here.
Second, structural analyses of the scales led to the elimination of items from
several scales. This affected our ability to test whether two contextual motivations for
involvement predicted both forms of involvement. Specifically, given factor load-
ings, we were unable to test whether specific invitations from students predict
school-based involvement and whether specific invitations from teachers predict
home-based involvement. These aspects of the model remain untested.
Third, the use of self-report surveys, the accompanying mono-method approach,
and the absence of more qualitative measures that might have been implemented
with a subsample of research participants limit what can be inferred and known
about participants’ motivations for involvement. Further, our reliance on volunteer
participants and a low response rate are representative of a central methodological
challenge to studies of the parent-involvement process; uninvolved parents are dif-
ficult to study (Carlson, 1993). We do not know about Latino parents who chose not
to, for whatever reasons, participate in the research and how similar or different they
might be compared to the sample represented here. Thus our study requires the
assumption that results pertain to parents who were somewhat involved in their
children’s education at least to the extent that they were willing and able to respond
to written surveys and return them to the school. They may not be representative of
the population of Latino parents whose children attended participating schools.
Implications for Future Research and School Practice
Findings from this exploratory study offer several suggestions for continued inquiry
into Latino parents’ motivations for involvement and how schools may further engage
their involvement. The findings presented here are preliminary and warrant replication
but also offer suggestions for additional research on parental involvement across varied
school populations and Latino families’ involvement in particular.
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First, future research might use the model examined here to enhance school,
teacher, and community knowledge of parents’ motivations for and practices of
involvement across varied families served by the school, Latino parents, and other
groups as pertinent to varied school and community populations. For example, a
study might use levels of the theoretical model examined here (Level 1: What moti-
vates parents’ involvement? Level 1.5: What forms of involvement do parents
choose?) to examine more specifically what motivating variables appear to be par-
ticularly important to a school’s families and how the school’s families, within and
across major groups in the school, are responding to the school practices intended to
motivate involvement.
Several highly informative studies have employed more qualitative methods to
discern effective ways of understanding and supporting parental involvement in
many Latino families (e.g., Chrispeels & Rivero, 2001; De Gaetano, 2007; Delgado-
Gaitan, 1992; Gonzalez et al., 2001; Moll et al., 1992; Reese et al., 1995; Trevino, 2004).
Future investigations might use initial survey findings, such as those offered in this
study or in those produced in new work focused on similar goals, in systematic
discussion with groups of parents—Latino or other groups—to discern families’
experiences with the school, their understanding of the roles they should play sup-
porting their children’s learning, and their ideas about what skills, information, and
consideration they might need to participate even more effectively in their children’s
school success.
Second, and more broadly, with the focus of replication and new discovery, future
tests of the model might examine various paths of influence among the predictor
constructs for many Latino parents. For example, do contextual motivators of in-
volvement, such as teacher and student invitations, mediate the relationship between
participating parents’ personal psychological beliefs and the extent and types of in-
volvement they choose? How do elements of parents’ perceived life context (partic-
ularly time and energy) moderate the relationship between their personal psycho-
logical beliefs and their involvement behaviors? Do parents have to experience a
certain level of skills and knowledge to be able to enact their involvement-related
beliefs?
Third, given the predictive power of specific invitations from teachers and stu-
dents, future work might also examine the impact of varied types of home-school
communication on Latino parents’ motivations for involvement as well as forms and
levels of involvement. For example, how frequently do parents receive, read, and
comprehend teacher communications (in English and in Spanish)? What connec-
tions do parents perceive between those communications from school and teacher
and their decisions about becoming involved, as well as the kinds of involvement
they choose? Perhaps particularly important given findings about these Latino par-
ents’ strong endorsement of a partnership-focused role construction, future studies
may well examine more deeply the contributions of many Latino parents’ cultures
(the culture of family origin and the culture developed and enacted within the fam-
ily’s U.S. community) to understandings of their own role in their children’s learning
and their preferences for school support and understanding of their roles. Consid-
erable work has suggested the role and value of positive, mutually respectful, and
trusting family-school relationships to parents’ involvement decisions, choices, and
effectiveness. Exploring more fully how such relationships might be further devel-
oped, and the implications of varied levels of family-school trust for parents’ involve-
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ment motivations, would add further richness to current knowledge of many Latino
(and other) families’ understanding of and actions related to the range of parental
supports that families may offer their children’s school learning.
Because findings in this study and others (e.g., Anderson & Minke, 2007; Christenson,
2004; Deslandes & Bertrand, 2005; Epstein & Van Voorhis, 2001; Green et al., 2007; Moll
et al., 1992) have shown that parents’ participation in their children’s education can be
influenced in important ways by specific invitations from teachers, teachers and schools
have a powerful motivational tool for parental involvement within their control. How-
ever, using teacher invitations to achieve the goal of increased parent involvement re-
quires a teaching workforce that is well prepared to initiate and maintain effective contact
with parents. Unfortunately, as several observers and investigators have suggested (see,
e.g., Graue & Brown, 2003), most teachers receive little training in working effectively
with families. Thus a potentially fruitful avenue for practice includes offering preservice
and inservice teachers more professional development focused on effective, culturally
relevant, and specific principles and practices underlying effective and trust-building
interactions between families and schools (e.g., Hiatt-Michael, 2001; Hoover-Dempsey,
Walker, Jones, & Reed, 2002).
Professional development experiences might also increase parent involvement by
helping teachers to use instructional approaches that capitalize on the motivating
power of student invitations (e.g., Epstein & Van Voorhis, 2001; Gillanders & Jime-
nez, 2004; Moll et al., 1992; Reese, 2002; Reese & Gallimore, 2000). In the same vein,
schools might offer programs designed to address parents’ and teachers’ beliefs about
the importance of parent-teacher-school communications, parents’ and teachers’
actions in attending and engaging with each other at school events and meetings, and
specific, culturally relevant information about how parents can actively support their
children’s learning within the home and community (e.g., Chrispeels & Rivero, 2001;
De Gaetano, 2007). In sum, this study suggests that Latino parents’ active role con-
struction, manifested especially as partnership-focused beliefs and actions related to
involvement, along with specific invitations to parents’ involvement from the
teacher, specific invitations to involvement from students, and families’ life-context
realities regarding time and energy for involvement are all important factors in en-
gaging and sustaining Latino parents’ involvement in their children’s schooling.
Notes
This research was supported by the Institute of Education Sciences (OERI/IES R305T010673-03).
The authors thank the families and schools who participated in this project. Thanks also to mem-
bers of the Peabody Family-School Partnership Lab. Correspondence concerning this article
should be addressed to Joan Walker, School of Education, Pace University, Pleasantville, NY 10570;
e-mail: jwalker@pace.edu.
1. For a graphic representation of the model go to http://www.vanderbilt.edu/Peabody/family-
school/model.html.
2. Copies of the full measures in English and Spanish are available at http://www.vanderbilt
.edu/Peabody/family-school/scaledescriptions.html.
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